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ABSTRACT 

This paper comments on and assesses the power of the 
research of six studies presented at the American Educational 
Research Association symposium, "Linking Behavioral Research and 
Administrative Science." Three of the studies (Jordan, Koehler and 
Ismail, Bredo) are classified in terms of organizations as formal 
structures, and as instruments of production* Two of the studies 
(Pierce, Porter) use imagery from the systems model. The final paper 
(Greenfield) sees organizations as reflections of complex, poorly 
understood interaction among individuals. (Author/D«) 
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^ LINKING BIJIWIOUIUL Il]:SI'^\liC!! A>;i} rViy ilNISIIlVl SCIKNCL: A CRITIQlIi:'' 

T, Rnir Greenfield, Ontario Institute for Study in Ixlucation 

o 

A science of organization and of administration rests f uiidanenta] ly 

Q 

LiJ upon what we believe organizations to be, Lven as our adberence to elemental 

and presiUTtably self-evident truths about man shapes our uiiderstanding and 

study of j^eople, (March, 1972), so do our assumi^tions about organizations 

detemine what we repard as knowledge al^out them and how we seek to acquire 

that knowled['C, In trying to understand reality, we require concepts or 

categories \/hich enable us to make sense of that wliich William James called 

' the blooming v;clter" of phenomena around us. As aids for understanding, we 

use larger frameworks and models- -tlieories if you like-* which provide us with 

reserv^oirs of ideas for understanding tlie world around us, lliese frameworks 

or models are images of reality which we carry in our minds and which vc use 

as templates to stamp meaning onto the world around us. For Flato and 

philosophers of the naturalistic scliool, these inuiges or forms lay behind 

reality so that man perceived them only imperfectly- -as shadows. In the 

view I am outlining today--and it is a view of increasing importance in 

science (Kulm, 1970) ond philosophy (Lldridge, 1971) --the images we use to 

understand the world around us are man-made and socially maintained. These 

views have recently come to have some prominence in sociolog>' (Filmer, et al, , 

1972, nawe, 1970: Deutscher 1973), and have also appeared in critiques of 

education (Young 1971) and organizational (Greenfield, 1974) studies. 

Il iree Mod els of Orr.anization 

O n>c rodels which have dominated research and theory about organizations 

H 

stem from images of the productive unit and the social system (Mayntz, 1964). 

^ 



^ ^ Presented to Session 28,06 at the .American Hducational Research Association 
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In the iriagc arising from the productive unit, organizations nre thought 
to have a formal structure and a teclmolooy which yields products appropriate 
to predetermined poals. In the systems imajie, organizations are thouf;ht of 
as organisnis wliich respond and adapt to tlieir environments. In an emergent 
view arising in opposition to both of these accepted positions, organizations 
may be seen as garbage cans (Cohen, March, and 01 sen, 1972) or as invented 
social reality (Greenfield, 1975). In this opposing model, organizations 
are uncertain, non-unifonn, hard to predict, and specific to the particular 
times and places in which they exist. In commenting on the studies presented 
in this session, I will sort and assess them according to the model whicli in 
my vie\'/ served to inform and direct vhe research. The assessments will be 
in terns of tlie power of the research within the chosen rodel. In conclusion 
I will make some observations on tlie power of the models themselves. 

Tliree of the six studies appear to me to stem from the model u^hicli sees 
organizations as formal structures and as instruments of production. These 
tliree are the studies by Ilanes and Jordan, Koehler and Ismail, and Bredo. 
Two of the studies- -tliose by Pierce and Porter- -use imagery from the systems 
model. The Greenfield paper takes the approach which sees organizations as 
reflections of complex, poorly understood interaction among individuals. 

Structural m>odel s of organization. Ilanes and Jordan rely most clearly 
and heavily upon the model which conceives organizations as productive units. 
They ask what structural elements of schools should administrators manipulate 
in order to improve their productivity. They find an answer (p. 13) in the 
"centrality of teacher-related variables.*' They believe that "increased 
investment in teachers'* will "enlaancc the objectivity of administrative 
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dccision-p.aking*' (p, 15) and enable acbninistrators to produce a ' substantial 
impact on the educational achievement, liouxver r.casured, of the nation's 
children" lb). Such sweepinj^ conclusions should be evaluated in lir,bt 
of the research rrcthodolop.ies used in the studies reported by llanos and Jordan. 
Without exception these studies used correlational and ex post facto Jesinis. 
Such designs which are of course, subject to severe tlireats to reliability 
and fail to establish causal connections. Hie liini tations of such metliodolopy 
is well-Joiov.Ti, yet the temptation to read causality into correlations is 
apparently irresistable. I su[;gest that the reason we yield all too frequently 
to this temptation lies in the r^odel chosen to represent the organization. 
The image of the organization as a productive unit requires that there be a 
causal connection between input and output. Apparently, we have become so 
accustomed to the i^nage cf organization as a productive unit that wc use it 
to lend meaning to the findings instead of using the findings to evaluate the 
model. If we are to rely on the findings reported by llanjs and Jordan we must 
first test them experimentally if they are to be designated as objective truth. 
My own suspicion and the weight of the available research evidence (Spady, 
1973) is that improvements in the quality of education will require more than 
raising the qualifications of teachers and tiie salaries paid them. This course 
has already been followed in Canada without obvious impact on the quality of 
education there. Something else is needed if we are to command educational 
productivity through input and structural changes. 

Koehler and Ismail explore the relationship between organizational size 
and economic efficiency. Their review of research finds that such a relation- 
ship is contingent at best and clearly open to question in the case of schools. 

\ 
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T]\c fincUiips of their study lend them to describe as n "popular mvth.in 
American eciucational folklore" tlie view that scliool districts l)ocow;e top- 
heavy as tliey increase in size. Those relationships uiiich are found apparently 
depend on exoj^enous orpanizational variables. Kocliler and 1 snail's study 
and tliose they review also depend upon ex post facto desif^,ns tb.ou.^.li sor.e of 
them report evidence froiri longitudinal studies. Hiven the tendency for 
such studies to yield spurious and happenstance relationships, it is signif- 
icant that t!ie weij^ht of evidence from tl^e studies supports the lack of any 
relationsb.ip bet^ceen structural and productive elements of scl^ools. In this 
case, the lack of sipnificant findings is itself sienificant since it calls in 
Question the utility of the basic model in wlncli the research was cast. 

Bredo has studied teachinp teams by examininini? tlieir position in the 
social and physical structure of the school and by lookinf^ for tlie effects of 
context and structure upon presumed indicators of productivity such as morale 
and colle<^ial influence. Predc's work has, as well, an orientation to observation 
not seen tlie other two studies in this f^roup in tliat he looks at teacliinp 
teams in natural settings and describe:; tlieir structure and operation with a 
minimum of assumptions. lie does, however, remain true to the structural 
model in that he assumes a one-w\ay direction of influence frcm structure to 
process to outcome. He chooses as w^ell to ignore individual responses and 
interactions by dealing with averages as a characterization of the teams. 
Despite these limitations, the research methodolopy of the study is sound and 
he uses it not only to test the model but also as a tool for more open-ended 
investif^ation. Tlie methodolofv is used to test the model wliile tlie model 



itself serves as an heuristic device ratlier than as an incontestable set of 
assumptions. Used in tliis fashion, the nodel is severely dajnaged as a result 
of tlie findin^is. \\'\\at emerges as a picture of tcach.inij teans stands sharply 
at variance with the original nodel whicli specified ho\; structural and contextual 
conditions luyht influence the productivity of the or[!anization. Instead of 
tlie neat dimensions of the production nodel, we are left uith a picture of 
teaching teans as entities with loose internal structures and uncertain 
connections to the larger setting, Coi.nTainication and interaction are the 
strongest elements wiiich remain from tlie original model, yet these bear re- 
lationsiiips to structural and contextual properties wliich are tenuous at best, 
Tlie loams appear as "loose associations of similarly inclined individuals" 
rather than as units fitting clearly and functionally in a well-defined 
production process. 

Studie s using systens models, Tlie studies by Pierce and Porter approach 
their problems from the systens perspective. In this model, organizations 
are seen as organisms which respond and adapt to their environments. Survival 
and adaptation to improve organizational operation are major concerns of the 
systems model. Although systenus models in one form or another are held in 
high regard by many organization theorists, it is curious to note how little 
research actually uses systems concepts. It is apparently easier to quote 
systems theory than to apply it in researcli. Certainly the two studies I 
have classified in this group use markedly different methodologies. Of the 
two, Pierce's study is most clearly and consciously cast in a system model. 
Porter's study nay be identified with the systems model because it relies 
upon systems concepts to interpret the findings of the study. 



Both of the studies exanine tlie pcrccj^tions of individuals in organiza- 
tions. In so doing, they assum.o that the perceptions and attitudes 
of selected groups in an organization are dependent upon the reciprocating 
meclianisms of adjustment in the organizations of which they are part. To 
study the organization as a whole, therefore, it is not necessary to lool at 
all groups or individails because Ijiowledge about selected groups provides 
infoniiation about tlie organization as a wliole. 

The Pierce study examines how a school systeni responded to major organ- 
izational change when the system participated in the Txperimental Schools 
Project of the National Institute of Education. Tlie research asks whether 
the ''cliaracter'* of schools clianged as a result of the project. The 
design of the study required administrators and otlicr professional 
staff in the scliool system to respond to a comi:)lex questionnaire througli 
structured interviews. Members of other groups were not intenaewed; those 
persons who were interviewed could respond only through items structured to 
define the domain of the system. Uhile the concept of domain is a promising 
concept frofn systems theory, this study raises the question, of v;hether we 
should regard a domain as changed when data about the change rest only on the 
views of t\\T) closely related groups in the system. Miile systems theory may 
rest confident that organizations by definition reach a dynamic equilibrium, 
skeptics will suspect that students, parents, and other significant groups 
might have different views of the changes realized in the schools and their 
domains. The methodology Pierce adopted yields liiphly complex data; 
the findings of the study are equally comi)lex but the weight of them suggests 
that the system has successfully identified and adapted to the change. I 



found it difficult to determine, hoivever, vlicther this conclusion- -so con- 
genial to the encoKijr'issino systems niodei--Kas based in the data themselves 
or in the assumptions of the model uiiich generated tlic data. 

llie Porter study surveyed teachers witl) an instruT]ient composed of items 
measuring attitudes and personality. Tnrough successive aiialyses, a factor 
emerges wliich defines the militant teacher. As in most factor analytic 
studies, Porter makes little effort to validate the factor, /fter several 
runs with different items, orthogonal a))d oblique rotations, reflection of 
factors, and factoring of the factors, one of six second-order factors 'Vas 
readily identified as a 'teacher militancy' factor comj')lox*' (p. 7), The 
criterion for identifying one of a multitude of factor solution as right 
rests witli the researcher. One solution is intuitively judged to yield an 
''intorpre table'* result and an "explanation'* of the variance in the original 
items. Tlie weakness of such explanations is not thac they are intuitive, 
but that they are highly artifical constructs, removed from particular 
situations, and non- substantive, 'ihe imi^ortant point here is whether the 
definition of teacher militancy has meaning outside the procedures wliich 
created it. Minimally, we might ask for the size of the factors identifed, 
since this information is not provided in the paper. More fundamentally* 
we may ask wliat the factor complex represents in tlie social systcr to 
which Porter extrapolates his findings. To be neaninrfu] and useful factors 
rnist make more tlian nathematical sense: they must represent forces and 
behaviors in tlie social system. 

Not doubting the validity of the factors, Porter proceeds to develop 
their implications for relations beticeen teachers and administrators, lliese 
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implications rest on the reciprocating notions of the systems model. Militancy 
is seen as a real force: it is equated with profcssioiialisM and accepted as 
justifying clianc^e in education, Ad:ninistrator:; must reet jnilitancy in tcaciicrs 
by introducing change; moreover tliey must be perceived by militant teacliers 
as favour im; change, Hov; adiiiinistrators can comi')el the perceptions of militant 
teachers is not made clear, llie po^nt I an maling here is tliat the teacher 
militancy factor is essentially never validated. Instead, tiie factor sem^es 
as a basis for making moral judgements about hov: athninistrators should deal 
with militant teacliers as judged from a systems perspective, I am not against 
moral judgements entering research: in fact, more of them should enter it 
than now do. Rut we should be careful to identify tlie basis of tlie moral 
judgements, V'e should be at pains to identify moral judgements which stem 
from the researcher or from the organizational model he is using; and \/e must 
distinguish these from the moral judgements made by people then^selves v;}io are 
acting within specific situations, Witliout making this distinction, we are 
likely to confuse "ought" for * is" and to use research not as a means for 
understanding organizations, but as a platform for arguing how to improve them, 

A study using an interactional model . For want of an agreed upon term, 
and because alternate names are subject to misinterpretation, let us call the 
third model the interactional approach. Only one of the six studies falls 
in this categor>\ Greenfield (1975) recognizes organization as resting upon process- 
human interaction in specific situations. The metliodology appropriate to 
this model requires observing process directly through som^e encounter in a 
real situation. In this approach, concepts must be found which fit the data 
rather than data found to fit the concepts. Social process is accepted as 



tlie startinr, point for research; analysis proceeds as concepts aad Iiypotlieses 
can be found to r:ake sense of wliat is obsen'cd about process in a specific 
situation, Tl\c result in this study is a plausil>le ex7>lanation of how 
candidates for administrative positions are socialized to those positions, 
l\liat happens or vvliat people say happens is tlie basis for validatinj^ explan- 
ations of the process, Uhat enierpes from this analysis is not tested 
hyj^otlieses but a picture of what might be happeni]ip[ in a con^lex process and 
a iriap for understanding ho\v^ and why it is liappening. 
The Power of the Models 

llie structural and systems models rest upon important assuinptions about 
what organizations are and how they work. The interactionist nodcl assui'ies 
we know little al>out tliese ratters and that understanding of them will coric 
by w^orking from the data about organizational process back to exj^lanalory 
concepts. Conversely, the structural ai.d systeirs riodels supply the concepts 
for luider standing organizations and direct attention to data appropriate to 
tlien. 

In the research I liave examined, it appeared that the first two models 
were most useful when the researchers used them heuristically rather tlian 
prescriptively. In these cases the models were sufficiently danaped by the 
evidence they generated to suggest that alternate models for undei standing 
organizations are needed. In studies of administration in education, we have 
long been taught to see schools as factories, as bureaucracies, as cybernetic 
systems, or as adapting organisms. Our faith in these images have fronticntly 
blinded us to tlic fact that the isomorjihisms between schools and these images 
are extremely poor. As a result, research which springs from tho<;o modol<; 
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too easily shifts from testing, the fit between irinnc and reality to advocacy 
of reforms in scliools to make the fit better. V.e have tended to forget that 
researcli models should identify wliat is, not prescribe wliat ou^ht to be. Tlie 
interactionist model ivhicli directs attention to specifics of organizational 
process and to its liimtan dimensions seems well suited to those wlio wisli to 
explore organizations with a minimum of assumptions about them. Those who 
believe we need to rethink wliat scliools are and what is going on in tliem 
would place us all very much in their debt if they could supply alternate 
images of schools whicli are "true to the data*' ratlier than loyal to existing 
theories and concepts. Some authors have begun such a searcli (Bcreiter, 1973; 
Pinkus, 1974; Ryan and Greenfield, 1975). but we need even greater recognition 
of and attention to the probleia. 
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